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remarks/arquments 

Claims 1-17, 33-36, and 40-41 remain in the application. Claims 18-32 and 
37-39 which were previously withdrawn following a restriction requirement are 

cancelled. 



A Reflecti ons under 35 U.S.C. 103j 

Claims 1-17, 33-36 and 40-41 were rejected under 35 U.S-C. 103 based upon 
Shaffer et al. in view of Mehldahl. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 



The Office Action acknowledges that Shaffer does not teach a candidate 
identification mechanism and relies on Mehldahl to supply this deficiency. However, 
the Office Action does not point out any specific text or drawing in the Mehldahl 
reference to support this assertion. Mehldahl does not appear to have a candidate 
identification mechanism for acoessing more than one candidate reference record as 

called for in claim 1 . 



Moreover, Mehldahl was filed on October 22, 2004, more than a year after the 
filing date of the instant application. While Mehldahl is a continuatlon-in-part of 
09/924,704, a quick examination of this parent application reveals that it teaches 
even less than the Mehldahl reference that was relied upon. Unless the Office can 
point to specific teaching in the 09/924,704 parent application that shows a 
candidate identification mechanism, Mehldahl is not available as a reference against 

the instant claims. 



Further still, the Office Action fails to state a prima facie case of obviousness 
against claim 1. Claim 1 calls for "a matching mechanism for matching a subset of 
the candidate reference records to the transaction data." The Office Action does not 
even allege that this element of claim 1 is show by the combination of Shaffer and 
Mehldahl. Accordingly, the rejection of claim 1 should be withdrawn. 

Claims 2-17 that depend from claim 1 are allowable for at least the same 
reasons as claim 1 as well as the individual limitations presented in those dependent 
claims. Paragraphs [0061] and [01 16] simply do not show lexical matching as called 
for in claim 13. This argument has been raised in three responses without any 
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response from the Office other than to restate the argument. Please, where is there 
any lexical matching in the cited paragraphs? 

The Office Action once again rejects claims 33-34 for the same grou 

- • .» £ | - mc qi *ia |q believed to be fundsment^liy 

claim 1 . Accordingly, the rejection of claims 33-34 «s bei.eveo w 

deficient for at least the same reasons as the rejection of claim 1 . 

Moreover, claims 33-34 indude limitations that do not appear in claim 1 The 
Office Action never states that Shaffer shows "generating a transaction record 
comprising data that imprecisely identifies at least one channel participant or 
•business information having greater precision than the transaction reco 
believed, in fad. that Schaffer's vent purpose is to provide precise identification, net 
to handle vaiying levels of imprecision as taught by the present Invention. For at 
least these reasons the rejection of claims 33-34 should be withdrawn. 

For at least these reason daims 33 and 34-36 that depend from dalm 33 are 
allowable over the relied on reference. 



' The rejection of daims 40-41 is deficient for at least the same reasons as the 

rejection of claim 1 . Witt, reaped to claims 40 and 41 . Mahldahl is relied on to show 
a learning database, but the died portions of Mahldahl do not appear to describe a 
learning database o, a database that is populated based on analysis of transaction 
records that require manual intervention to be associated with the desired reference 
record es called for in claim 41 . The Office Adion does net even allege that the 
features of claim 41 are shown or suggested by the combination of Shaffer and 
Mahldahl. For at least these reasons daims 40 and 41 are allowable. 



C ’ C °"n view of all of the above, the claims are now believed to be allowable and 
the case in condition lor allowance which adion Is respectfully requested. Should 
the Examiner be of the opinion that a telephone conference would expedite the 
prosecution of this case, the Examiner is requested to contact Applicants' attorney at 

the telephone number listed below. 
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Any fee deficiency assodated with mis submWal may be chafed tc Deposit 



Account No. 50-1123. 



lc. .IK , cm iKmittprl 



Septemb er L ■ 2005 





StuarTT. Langley, Reg 
Hogan & Hartson llp 
One Tabor Center 
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Denver, Colorado 80202 
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